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Amerltech1 IUbmltl theae comment. oppoalng the Commission's Notice of

Proposed Rulemaldng in this docket.2 In the NPRM, the Commission proposes

to atabll8h a new category in the traffic IeI\Iltlve buket which would include

operator services offered by local exchange earrlers.3 Rates in this new category

would be subject to a lep&l'ate +/- five percent price band restriction.

Amer1tech joins USTA in uratnI the Commission not to adopt its

proposal. To do 80 would continue what appears to be a trend toward

eliminating the minimal pricing flexiblllty granted the LECtin the original price

cap order, thus threatening the achievement of one of the goals of the price cap

order - i&, economically efficient pricing.

As the Commission noted in the original LEC price cap order:

We find there are also economic benefits to be obtained from
moving away from a system in whleh replatol'l dietate prices on
the basis of fully distributed COItms prlndp1eJ, toward a system of
limited pricing tlexlblllty. It is more desirable to permit LBCs to

1 Amertteeh meant: IUtnott BeD Telephone Conapany, indiaN leU Telephone Company,
IftCOI'POI'&ted, Michigan Bell Te1Iphone Company, 'Ow QUo BIll Telephone Companyand
Wilcontin BeD,

(NNPRM-).

3 «operator Servicn" in the Interltate acceII conlnt IMInI operator transfer ..rvlee and line
.tatul verUlcation al explained by the Comm1llkm in nm.1 of the NPRM. /1£'(}
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migrate their rates toward a Ntof prices that enhances efftdtney.
[P)erm.lttlnl flexlblllty 1ft price Ielt1DS pnentel eeonomlc:
effJ.dend. that benellt rate payen throup lower ratel. Since it is
no longer requited. that every tenice (l)Wl' Itt full, distributed COlt
of overheada, LBO 1110 have the incentive to provide more
servic.s, to the benefit of rate payers.4

In that gmer. the Commission dedlned requeatl to impoee rate element banding:

To the extent partieI seeklnJ ra. element banding Ieelc to impose
strict controls on chanpeln LEe acceu rats, that ila guarantee
not currently avaJ1abIe to them under rata of return regulation,
since carriers are always free to submit new rates bued on revised
costs. Moreover, this result i. inconsiltent with one of the
objectives of price caps- reducing administrative burdens.5

Yet, IS USTA's comments demonstrate, the trend hal been for the Commission to

place virtually every new rite element in a tepalile rate banding category.

The Commission'. propoeed rule would follow that pattern, yet it i8 not

clear why. The NPRM offers only the condUlOl'Y tentldve determination:

that the creation of a eeparate category for operator services Is
necessary to ensure that price cap companies do not have unlimited
abll1ty to change prices for these services in relation to other traffic
sensitive or Interexehange rates.'

Of courae, the same could be said about every11. rate element in Ameriteeh's

interstate tariff. And that is the point. There Is nothing 10 unique about

interstate operator services that justlftes their being placed in a separate new

category with its own priee cap banding llmlts.

4 In b MI-ofPpUq tgllyIn 0mq;rnJ.Ie. fgr Qpmlpent CagIm.cc Docket No. 87­
313, Second Report and Order, fCC 90-314 (releued October 4, 1990) (*LEe Prict Cap Order") It
'35.
S w.at' 222.

, NPRM.t' 1.
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In light of the foregoing, Ammteeh oppo'. the propoeed creation of a

new eervlce category for LEe-provided operator 1eJ'Vlc:es.
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